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issues are brought to the floor for a
vote, it is also the issues that are not
brought to the floor for a vote.

Health care reform, labor protec-
tions, minimum wage increases, these
issues are hard to raise in Congress, in
part because of the narrow interests
that have fed the political machine
with cold, hard cash. Money in politics
affects everything lawmakers do in
Washington, even our health and our
safety.

For example, the meat institute and
the grocery manufacturers reportedly
spent over $300,000 in the 1996 elections,
and today they are actively lobbying
against new proposed meat inspection
standards in the wake of the E. coli
concerns that all Americans share.

Then there is the infamous $50 billion
tax break for the tobacco industry in
the recent balanced budget and tax
agreement approved by Speaker GING-
RICH and TRENT LOTT, $50 billion of tax-
payers’ money given away in the mid-
dle of the night. Do Members think it
is a coincidence that the tobacco com-
panies are among the largest contribu-
tors to political parties and Members
of Congress? I do not.

Despite the overwhelming evidence
that this system needs to be changed,
the leadership in Congress refuses to
allow us to have a vote on a bill to re-
form our campaign finance reform
laws. If we are serious about reform,
there is still time to ban soft money in
the upcoming 1998 elections. That is
what I believe we should do, but we
cannot get a vote on the House floor to
do that. Again, we cannot do it because
they say there is no time. Clearly there
is time, because as we see, most Repub-
licans have left this Chamber today
early to go to New York for a fund-
raiser.

Mr. Speaker, I will continue and my
colleagues will continue to call on
Speaker GINGRICH to schedule a vote
this month on a ban on soft money, and
to restore the will of the people to the
House of the people. Mr. Speaker, we
are entitled to this vote, and the Amer-
ican people are entitled to this vote.
f

SEXUAL HARASSMENT IN THE
ARMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to say thank you to my col-
leagues, the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. ELEANOR
HOLMES NORTON] and the gentlewoman
from Connecticut, [Mrs. NANCY JOHN-
SON], for the opportunity to join with
them this evening from the Women’s
Caucus to discuss an important issue,
which is sexual harassment in the
Army’s ranks; more importantly, what
the Army is doing about this sexual
harassment.

The Army released its report on the
extent of sexual harassment in its
ranks last Thursday. I commend the

Army for conducting and for making
public this extensive review of the cir-
cumstances that have led to sexual
misconduct at Aberdeen Proving
Ground and at other Army installa-
tions throughout the Nation. This re-
view hammers home the need for fair-
ness, fairness in our armed services.

According to the findings of the re-
view, 78 percent of women in the Army
have experienced crude or offensive be-
havior, 47 percent have received un-
wanted sexual attention, and 15 per-
cent have experienced actual sexual co-
ercion. This is a mind-boggling number
of women, women who have chosen to
serve their Nation in the Army, who
are being sexually harrassed or even
assaulted.

This kind of treatment is intolerable
anywhere in society, and it is particu-
larly disturbing to find it so prevalent
in our Armed Forces, from people
whose mission it is to stand up for jus-
tice, not to promote inequality or dis-
crimination.

It is important to note that while the
spotlight of harassment has focused on
women, and certainly that is a tremen-
dous problem, the review also shows
that men have also been subject to
unevenhanded treatment. Seventy-six
percent of men questioned said they
had experienced crude or offensive be-
havior, 30 percent have received un-
wanted sexual attention, and 8 percent
have been subject to coercion.

The Army’s review states that the
U.S. Army lacks commitment, it lacks
commitment to its equal opportunity
program. Soldiers sometimes do not
even receive sexual harassment train-
ing until they are 3 or 4 months into
their service. Even more disturbing,
once soldiers receive the training,
there is no strong enforcement of the
rules.

Harassment complaints are, and I
quote from the Inspector General’s re-
port, ‘‘generally not processed in ac-
cordance with . . . timeliness stand-
ards. Required complaint feedback is
frequently not provided. Required in-
vestigation extensions are generally
not done for cases exceeding regulatory
timeliness. Required follow-up is gen-
erally not conducted to ensure correc-
tive action is taken following inves-
tigation.’’

Most importantly, the Army lacks
commitment among its young drill ser-
geants to teach respect as a core army
value. Drill sergeants exercise total
power over their charges. They have a
tremendous responsibility to exercise
that power wisely and fairly, and the
Army has a responsibility to see that
they do so.

In the past the Army has served as a
shining example to the rest of the
country by leading the way in desegre-
gation. I hope that the Army will live
up to its tradition of fairness by insti-
tuting policy changes that will ensure
that every member of the service is
treated with fairness and with dignity.

While sensitivity training is impor-
tant, it needs to go further. We need to

know if the findings of this report re-
flect a trend throughout all branches of
the military. We need to institute poli-
cies to ensure that the strong regula-
tions and procedures which are already
in place will be put into practice.
Women must know that their com-
plaints will be acted on so they will not
need to be afraid to report misconduct.
We need to ensure that all of our sol-
diers are treated with fairness and with
equality.

Women serve our country with great
distinction and honor throughout the
ranks of all of the branches of our
armed services. They play an essential
role in our Armed Forces. They should
be able to do so without discrimination
or fear of violence of any kind.
f

EDUCATION SHOULD BE AMERI-
CA’S NUMBER ONE PRIORITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. MCGOVERN] is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of
the minority leader.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, as a
Democrat who believes strongly that
education should be this Nation’s and
this Congress’ number one priority, I
have found the past week’s debate most
disturbing and frustrating.

What could be more important to our
children’s future than providing them
with a world-class education? Nothing.
So why does the majority party con-
tinue to cut and cut and cut the edu-
cation budget? Why do they continue
to block old and positive initiatives
aimed at improving the quality of edu-
cation for all our kids?
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In the Third Congressional District
of Massachusetts, the district that I
represent, we have children going to
classes in buildings in desperate need
of repair. There are school buildings in
my district that were built when Ulys-
ses S. Grant was President of the Unit-
ed States.

Now, Democrats applauded President
Clinton earlier this year when he pro-
posed $5 billion for school construction
that would help local communities le-
verage up to $20 billion for school con-
struction and repairs. One-third of
American schools need extensive re-
pair, and I bet they are not all in
Democratic districts. But what hap-
pened to that proposal? Why did that
proposal not become law? Well, the Re-
publican majority killed it in the budg-
et deal.

So let us talk about priorities for a
moment. What are the priorities of the
Republican majority in this Congress?
Well, the Republicans said that $5 bil-
lion for school construction was too
much money to spend on education. We
just do not have that kind of money,
they said; and yet many of us were ab-
solutely outraged to learn that those
same Members, in the very dead of
night, secretly inserted into the budget
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